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In the Office Action, the Examinerjhoted that claims 28-52 are pending in 

jid rejected. By this response, claims 28 
Arty errors pointed out by the Examiner 
and not in response to prior art. All other claims continue unamended. 

In view of the following discussion, the Applicant submits that none of the 
claims now pending in the application is J anticipated under the provisions of 35 
U.S.C. §102 or obvious under the provisions of 35 U.S.C. §103. Furthermore, 
the Applicant also submits that these claims now satisfy the requirements of 35 
U.S.C. § 112. Thus, the Applicant believes that all of the claims are now in 
allowable form. 



Rejections 

A. 35 U.S.C. § 112 

The Examiner has rejected claims 28-52 under the provisions of the 
second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 112 as 
point out and distinctly claim the subject] 
invention. 

Specifically, the Examiner notes 
of "the network link" in line 1 1 and line 8 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation. 

In response, the Applicant has amended claims 28 and 48 to provide 
antecedent basis for "the network link" rscited.in the claims 

Having made these changes, the 
they now stand, are definite and hence 
§112. 

B. 35 U.S.C. § 102 



being Indefinite for failing to particularly 
matter which applicant regards as the 

hat claims 28 and 48 recite the limitation 
respectively, and that there is 



Applicant submits that claims 28-52, as 
iilly satisfy the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 
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The Examiner rejected claims 28-29, 33-44 and 48-50 under 35 U.S.C. 
102(b) as being anticipated by Liang et a - (United States patent 5,732,086 
issued November 7, 1995, hereinafter "Liang"). The rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

The Examiner alleges that Liang discloses a method and network 
comprising at least two network devices; and at least one controller including 
detecting network modification; causing one network device to transmit a first 
port ID message to a successive network device including one network device's 



port ID message from the successive 
network device's perception of the link; 



perception of ttie link; receiving a seconc 
network device including the successive 

compare the perceptions; and update if perception does not agree. The 
Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

The teachings of Liang fail to teach, disclose or suggest at least the 
Applicant's claim 28, which specifically recites; 

"A telecommunications riejlWork, comprising: 

at least two network devices, each of said network devices 
comprising at least one network p ort; 

at least one communications path interconnecting the network ports 
of each of said at least two; network devices, each combination of 
communications path and interconnected network ports forming a network 
link; and j 

at least one controller in communication with said at least two 
network devices, said at least one controller configured to perform the 
steps of: : 

detecting a network modification within said telecommunications 

network; \ 

causing at least one of said network devices to transmit a first port 

successive network device in said 
x>rt identification message including 

^ said at least one network device's 

perception of the successive network device's network links; 

receiving a second port identification message from said 
successive network device, said second port identification message 
Including information regarding at least said successive network 
device's perception of its own network links; 



identification message to a; 
communications path, said 
information regarding at least 
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one 



successive 



@013 



network device's perception of the 
network device's perception of its 



comparing said at least 
network links with said 
network links; and . m 

u pdating, if said at least one network devic es perception of the 



network links does not agree withjbaid succ essive network device's 
perception of its network links, safa at least o ne network device's 
perception of the network links toi jag reei with said su ccessive network 
device's perception of its network- llinks / (emphasis added) 

"Anticipation requires the presencb in ajsingle prior art reference 
disclosure of each and every element o^rthe claimed invention , arranged as in the 
claim" fLjndemann Maschinenfabrik GrfjbH v. American Hoist & DemkCa. 730 
F.2d 1452, 221 USPQ 481 , 485 (Fed. cl. 1983)) (emphasis added). 

There is absolutely no teaching, disclosure or suggestion in Liang for 
"updating, if said at least one network device's, perception of the network links 
does not agree with said successive network device's perception of its network 
links, said at least one network devicei'sjberception of the network links to agree 

with said successive network device's perception of its network links" as claimed 

■ 'I > • 

in at least the Applicant's claim 28 and {aught throughout the Applicant's 
specification. In the specification the Applicant specifically discloses" 



Specifically, in an illustrative embodiment, the identification 



message include the information) 



set forth in the illustrative conceptual 



diagram of Figure 2. in this illustrative embodiment, the transmitting port 
includes its own port identity and it's test estimate of the receiving port's 
identity. This estimate may be biased upon previously received messages 
from the receiving port or other? Sources, or the field may be left 'blank'". 
(See Specification, page 8, line $7 through page 9. line 1). 

"if it is determined that th^ remote port's link identification message 
has been received, the process proceeds to step 320 where the remote 
and local link identification messjages are compared, and, if they are not 
the same, the process proceedsjto step 321, where the local port updates 
its link identification information.: (See Specification, page 10, lines 14- 

m 
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As such, it is evident from the App 
Invention is directed at least in part to an 
Identification system wherein a first 
information and its perception of a neighboring 
neighboring device and the neighboring 
information to the first device. The 
the first network device's perception is 
claimed invention, Liang teaches: 



icant'js disclosure that the Applicants 
automatic telecommunications link 

i 

network device transmits its own topology 
device's topology to the 
Idevicej returns its true topology 
perception^ are compared, and if different, 
corrected. In contrast to the Applicant's 



"Connecting-when the nocle tells other nodes in the network about 
itself, and conversely, finds outsat otJher nodes are in the network. This 
is accomplished by each node sending m "All nodes" the topology about 
itself (i.e. an Update message)^ This also includes Iterative forwarding of 
each node's "topology row" throughout the network. Redundant traffic is 
avoided by each interim node forwardinjg the information only when it 
differs from the content of its topology table. If the contents match 
(meaning the message has been! seen before), the message is discarded. 
The topology information for a grj/en node comes only from the node 
itself.." (See Liang, col. 3, lines 48-60).! 

"Each of nodes N1-N9 is initially jresponsible for deriving and 



updating its particular row of topo 
communicated to all other nodes' 



either deriving or updating anyhow of topology table 26 other than its own 



designated row." (See Liang, co 



Liang is directed to a multi-mode networjk 
an ID message over each interconnect 
including which links it uses to connect 
neighbor uses to connect back. This 
in the system, so that all nodes in the- 
the topology of the system. (See Liaqg, 
invention of Liang in now way teaches, j< 
if said at least one network device's 
agree with said successive network 
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ogy table 26. Then that row is 
Eachi node has no responsibility for 



5, linlss 21-25). 



wherein an originating node transmits 
ink to Construct a topology map for itself, 
to a neighbor and which links each 
informaton is then transmitted to all nodes 
system are enabled to thereafter identify 
Abstract). Thus it is clear to see that the 
discloses, or suggests at least "updating, 
perception of the network links does not 

i's perception of its network links, said 
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i3f the network links to agree with said 
successive network device's perceptioh of its network links" as claimed in at least 
the Applicant's claim 28 and taught throughout the Applicant's specification. 

Therefore, the Applicant submits ;iat cfciim 28 is not anticipated by the 
teachings of Liang and, as such, fully satisfies the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 
102 and is patentable thereunder. 

Likewise, independent claim 48jre!cites similar relevant features as recited 

i! | 

in claim 28. As such, the Applicant submits that independent claim 48 is not 
anticipated by the teachings of Liang an:l also fully satisfies the requirements of 

35 U.S.C. § 102 and is patentable thereunder. 

ij j i 

Furthermore, dependent claims; 29, 33-44 and 49-50, depend either 
directly or indirectly from independent jch 



aims ia and 48 and recite additional 
reasons set forth above, the 



Liang. Therefore the Applicant submits 

L 

satisfy the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 



103(a) as being unpatentable over Lla'nc 



features therefor. As such and for at llesist the 

Applicant submits that none of these cle ims ars anticipated by the teachings of 

that al these dependent claims also fully 



02 and are patentable thereunder. 



C. 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected claim's 30-32. 45, 47 and 52 under 35 U.S.C. § 



in view of Lu (United States patent 



5,815,490). The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claims 30-32, 45, 47 and 52 depend either directly or indirectly from 
independent claims 28 and 48 and recite additional features therefor. The 
Examiner applied Liang as described iabove for the rejections of independent 
claims 28 and 48. For at least the reasons disclosed above, the teachings of 
Liang do not teach, suggest, or otherwise render obvious the Applicant's 
invention, at least with regard to the /jp|»licantjs independent claims 28 and 48 for 
at least "updating, if said at least one inetworkldevice's perception of the network 
links does not agree with said succes^Ke neblork device's perception of its 



network links, said at least one network 
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to agree with said successive network device's perception of its network links". 
Therefore, at least because Liang doe? not teach, suggest, or describe the 
invention of the Applicant regarding atleast claims 28 and 48, the Applicant 
submits that Liang also do not teach, sju<:gest, or describe the Applicant's claims 
30-32, 45. 47 and 52, which depend from independent claims 28 and 48 and as 
such, do not render the Applicant's claims 30-32, 45, 47 and 52 obvious. In 
addition, the Examiner correctly concedes that 
network is a bi-directional ring whereiri t ie sys 

ports and optical paths, and network mapping is used to configure bandwidth 



As such the Examiner cites Lu. > I 



alone also do not teach, suggest, or describe the invention of the Applicant, at 

at least "updating, if said at least one 



\ 

least with regard to claims 28 and 48 for 



network device's perception of the network links does not agree with said 



successive network device's perception 



Df its network links, said at least one 



Liang does not disclose that the 
:em includes SONET ports, SDH 



should be noted that the teachings of Lu 



network device's perception of the netjwark links to agree with said successive 
network device's perception of its netwc i1< links." The Lu reference teaches a 
method of managing a telecommunication subnetwork system. In Lu each of the 
network elements receives and stored an identical ring table. (See Lu, Abstract) 



Lu, alone, also do not render obvious 



It is clear, however, that the teachings! 4 

the Applicant's invention, at least withjrdgard tp claims 28 and 48. 

Furthermore, the Applicant sufom its that there is absolutely no suggestion 
or motivation in any of the references jtcj combine the teachings of Liang and Lu 
as suggested by the Examiner. The / Jplicanj further submits that even if a 
suggestion to combine the references as suggested by the Examiner did exist 
(which the Applicant submits that no such suggestion exists), the Examiner's 
attention is directed to the fact that th? k llegetj references, either singly or in any 
permissible combination, do not teacfj, suggest, or otherwise render obvious the 
Applicant's Invention, at least with regard to thje Applicant's independent claims 
28 and 48. The substantial gap betwee i the teachings of the Liang and the 



invention of the Applicant is not bridgec 



by the teachings of Lu. 
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Therefore, the Applicant respectfully 
and 52, as they now stand, fully satisfy! the 
are patentable thereunder. ,j j 

D. 35 U.S.C.§ 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected clafi!n!46 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Liang in view of Yajsnasaki et al. (United States Patent 



5,909.175, hereinafter "Yamasaki"). 



line 



i i 



for at least "updating, if said at least one 



its network links, said at least one network device's perception of the network 

links to agree with said successive network device's perception of its network 

' S I 

links". Therefore, at least because Liang does not teach, suggest, or describe 

j!| i 

the invention of the Applicant regarding; at least claim 28, the Applicant submits 



@017 



submits that claims 30-32, 45, 47 
requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 103 and 



rejection is respectfully traversed, 
independent claim 28 and recites 



Claim 46 depends indirectly froim] 
additional features therefor. The Examiner applied Liang as described above for 
the rejections of independent claim 2&j |l : or at least the reasons disclosed above, 
the teachings of Liang do not teach, siig gest, or otherwise render obvious the 
Applicant's invention, at least with regSarja to the Applicant's independent claim 28 



network device's perception of the 



network links does not agree with said s jccessive network device's perception of 



that Liang also do not teach, suggest' U describe the Applicant's claim 46, which 
depends from independent claim 28, iarjii as such, does not render the 
Applicant's claim 46 obvious. In addiijion, the Examiner correctly concedes that 

Liana does not disclose an alarm processing system including rerouting 

' I ! 

communication resulting from the alaijm! 

As such the Examiner cites Yamasaki. It should be noted that the 
teachings of Yamasaki alone also do|ict teacn, suggest, or describe the 
invention of the Applicant at least with legard to claim 28 for at least "updating, if 
said at least one network device's pejciption of the network links does not agree 
with said successive network device's perception of its network links, said at 
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least one network device's perception jjjfthe network links to agree with said 
successive network device's perception of its network links." The Yamasaki 
reference teaches a connection switching circuit is disposed in each node of a 
ring system in which a first ring and sesond ring are provided with two 

; to flow in a different direction respectively 



or motivation in any of the references 
Yamasaki as suggested by the Exam 



Examiner's attention is directed to the 
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communication lines which allow dat a^ ■ 

and is connected with a currently used piassagfc and preliminary passage. (See 
Yamasaki, Abstract) It is clear, howe\jej, that the teachings of Yamasaki, alone, 
also do not render obvious the Applicant's invention, at least with regard to claim 
28. 

Furthermore, the Applicant submits that there is absolutely no suggestion 



to combine the teachings of Liang and 
ner. Thej Applicant further submits that 
even if a suggestion to combine the references as suggested by the Examiner 
did exist (which the Applicant submitehhat no such suggestion exists), the 



fact that the alleged references, either 



singly or in any permissible combinatory do not teach, suggest, or otherwise 
render obvious the Applicant's invention, at least with regard to the Applicant's 
independent claim 28. The substantial gap between the teachings of the Liang 
and the invention of the Applicant is riot ; bridged by the teachings of Yamasaki. 

Therefore, the Applicant respectfully submits that claim 46, as it now 
stands, fully satisfies the requirements of 35 ULS.C. § 103 and is patentable 
thereunder. 



Conclusion 

Thus the Applicant submits ths 
application, are anticipated under th^j 
under the provisions of 35 U.S-C. 
that all of these claims also fully s 
Consequently, the Applicant believes 



§1C3 

ij 

atisfy 



none of the claims, presently in the 
provisions of 35 U.S.C. § 102 or obvious 
Furthermore, the Applicant also submits 
the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112. 
all of these claims are presently in 



thati 
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condition for allowance. Accordingly; 
its swift passage to issue are earnestly 

If however, the Examiner 
requiring adverse final action in any 
it Is requested that the Examiner telqj 
530-9404 x1 131 or Eamon J. Wall, 



believes 

1 



arrangements can be made for reso 
possible. 



bojh reconsideration of this application and 
sdlicitec}, 

that there are any unresolved Issues 
blithe clairhs now pending n the application, 
pjidne joriae Tony Villabon. Esq. at (732) 

at (732) 530-9404 so that appropriate 

Jtfi ig such issues as expeditiously as 



Respect! ul 



4 



Eamon 
Reg. 



Nib 



r/r/c 



Dated: 

CUSTOMER #26.291 
MOSER. PATTERSON & SHERIDA* 
595 Shrewsbury Avenue, Suite 100 
Shrewsbury, New Jersey 07702 
732-530-9404 - Telephone j 
732-530-9808 - Facsimile ! 
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